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Abstract 
This aĐtioŶ ƌeseaƌĐh pƌojeĐt eǆploƌes hoǁ TeaĐhiŶg AssistaŶts ĐaŶ use Blooŵ͛s TaǆoŶoŵǇ to ask higheƌ 
order questions to develop higher level thinking amongst Key Stage 2 pupils, and evaluates whether 
this has any short-term impact on pupil progress.  
 
Background 
With the recent announcement from governors that the School Improvement Plan priority for the 
next year will be to enable better progress in reading, it seemed logical to evaluate and adapt practice 
in this area at my school. From overhearing my TAs, I was doubtful of the efficacy of their questioning 
when hearing pupils read. From this doubt stemmed this action research project into how TAs can ask 
morehigher order ƋuestioŶs to deǀelop pupils͛ ƌeadiŶg aďilities. 
 
Literature Review 
It is widely acknowledged that questions, irrespective of their delivery, play a fundamental role in 
eŶaďliŶg leaƌŶiŶg iŶ a Đlassƌooŵ settiŶg. AsĐhŶeƌ ;ϭϵϲϭͿ ͚Đlaiŵed that the askiŶg of ƋuestioŶs is ͚oŶe 
of the basic ways by which the teacher stimulates student thinking aŶd leaƌŶiŶg͛ ;Đited iŶ Gall, ϭϵϳϬ, 
p.707). This questioning reaches across the curriculum and from whole class to one-to-one learning, 
iŶ atteŵpts ͚to deǀelop ĐƌitiĐal thiŶkiŶg skills aŶd iŶƋuiƌiŶg attitudes͛ ;CottoŶ, ϮϬϬϭ, p.ϭͿ. The ĐuƌƌeŶt 
government Đlaiŵ to ďe ͚ĐoŶsisteŶtlǇ pƌioƌitis[iŶg] ƌaisiŶg staŶdaƌds iŶ ƌeadiŶg͛ ;Depaƌtment for 
Education, 2015, p.4), which is only possible if practitioners can form effective questions. Indeed, Nick 
Gibb, Minister of State for School Reform, opened the foreword of the ϮϬϭϱ ͚‘eadiŶg: The Neǆt Steps͛ 
paper by criticising the questioning that he had observed occurring during a one-to-one reading 
session with a Key Stage 2 pupil (Department for Education, 2015). If this is a government priority, it 
needs to be a practitioner priority too. 
 
Questions, when formed and delivered with consideration of their purpose, are effective as they 
ƌeƋuiƌe pupils to ͚folloǁ a seƌies of steps … to pƌoduĐe ƌespoŶses to the ƋuestioŶs posed͛ ;CottoŶ, 
2001, p.2). Pupils are using a multitude of different skills including: 
  ͚AtteŶdiŶg to the ƋuestioŶ͛  ͚DeĐipheƌiŶg the ŵeaŶiŶg of the ƋuestioŶ͛  ͚GeŶeƌatiŶg a Đoǀeƌt ƌespoŶse ;i.e., foƌŵulatiŶg a ƌespoŶse iŶ oŶe's ŵiŶdͿ͛  ͚GeŶeƌatiŶg aŶ oǀeƌt ƌespoŶse; aŶd ofteŶ͛  ͚‘eǀisiŶg the ƌespoŶse ;ďased oŶ teaĐheƌ pƌoďiŶg oƌ otheƌ feedďaĐkͿ͛ ;CottoŶ, ϮϬϬϭ, p.ϮͿ 
 
Due to this Đoŵpleǆ pƌoĐess, pƌaĐtitioŶeƌs ĐaŶ use ƋuestioŶs to ƌeliaďlǇ assess aŶd deǀelop pupils͛ 
understanding of the text when hearing individual readers. If the teacher or TA (teaching assistant) is 
aďle to ͚eŶgage iŶ a ŵeaŶiŶgful dialogue ǁith theiƌ studeŶts aďout possiďle aŶsǁeƌs to these 
ƋuestioŶs͛ ;Byrd, 2002, pp.244-ϮϰϱͿ, theŶ theǇ aƌe deǀelopiŶg the pupil͛s ĐogŶitiǀe thiŶkiŶg skills, 
which are necessary for higher level thinking. 
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However, Gall (1970) found that at the time of her study, only 20% of questions asked by practitioners 
͚ƌeƋuiƌe[d] studeŶts to thiŶk͛, Đoŵpaƌed to aŶ eŶoƌŵous ϲϬ% ǁhiĐh ŵeƌelǇ deŵaŶded pupils ƌeĐall a 
fact without demonstrating any understanding of the meaning or implications of this fact, and a 
further ϮϬ% ǁhiĐh ǁeƌe siŵplǇ ͚pƌoĐeduƌal͛ ;Gall, ϭϵϳϬ, p.ϳϭϯͿ. MaŶǇ siŵilaƌ fiŶdiŶgs fƌoŵ otheƌ 
research collectively demanded that a new approach to asking questions was found, so that 
practitioners can have guidance in how to form questions to enable dialogue requiring pupil thinking. 
 
One approach that resurfaced as a result of this was originally suggested by Taba (1964-1966). He 
suggested that ƌeĐall ƋuestioŶs ǁeƌe Ŷot eŶtiƌelǇ ƌeduŶdaŶt, aŶd that teaĐheƌs should ͚staƌt a 
discussion by asking recall questions to test students' knowledge of facts and then ask higher-cognitive 
ƋuestioŶs that ƌeƋuiƌe[d] ŵaŶipulatioŶ of these faĐts͛ ;Gall, ϭϵϳϬ, p.ϳϭϭͿ. Taďa aƌgued that 
practitioners should use questions increasing in difficulty throughout a lesson, balancing lower and 
higher order cognitive questions. 
 
͚Loǁeƌ ĐogŶitiǀe ƋuestioŶs aƌe those ǁhiĐh ask the studeŶt ŵeƌelǇ to ƌeĐall ǀeƌďatiŵ oƌ iŶ his/heƌ oǁŶ 
ǁoƌds ŵateƌial pƌeǀiouslǇ ƌead͛ (Cotton, 2001, p.3). They are questions based on fact with only one 
correct answer, and require pupils to use their memories rather than actively considering an answer.  
͚Higheƌ ĐogŶitiǀe ƋuestioŶs aƌe defiŶed as those ǁhiĐh ask the studeŶt to ŵeŶtallǇ ŵaŶipulate ďits of 
information previously learned to create an answer or to support an answer with logically reasoned 
eǀideŶĐe͛ ;CottoŶ, ϮϬϬϭ, p.ϰͿ. TheǇ ĐhalleŶge the pupil to iŶteƌpƌet iŶfoƌŵatioŶ aŶd use pƌioƌ 
understanding, gathering this together to form a coherent answer. Whilst academia has made many 
attempts at classifying lower and higher order cognitive questions into a hierarchy that is accessible 
to practitioners, the most widely used, and assumed most effective (Bloom et al., 1956, cited in Winne, 
ϭϵϳϵͿ, is Blooŵ͛s TaǆoŶoŵǇ, ǁhiĐh has siǆ levels of sophistication. It is similar yet more detailed than 
the iŶitial ƌeĐoŵŵeŶdatioŶs of Taďa ;ϭϵϲϰͿ. The ͚leǀels, iŶ asĐeŶdiŶg oƌdeƌ of sophistiĐatioŶ, aƌe: ;ϭͿ 
knowledge, (2) comprehension, (3) application, (4) analysis, (5) synthesis, and (6) evaluatioŶ͛ ;CottoŶ, 
2001, p.3). Lower order questions tend to fall into the knowledge and comprehension categories, 
ǁheƌeas higheƌ oƌdeƌ ƋuestioŶs ǁaƌƌaŶt ͚logiĐallǇ ƌeasoŶed͛ ƌespoŶses ;WiŶŶe, ϭϵϳϵ, p.ϭϰͿ that 
ƌeƋuiƌe the ͚ speĐulatiǀe, iŶfeƌeŶtial aŶd eǀaluatiǀe thiŶkiŶg͛ of the latteƌ fouƌ Đategoƌies ;CottoŶ, ϮϬϬϭ, 
p.3). Practitioners should be able to use these levels to guide their questioning so that they are able 
to challenge their pupils where necessary. 
 
The iŶflueŶĐe of Blooŵ͛s TaǆoŶoŵǇ on wider practice in schools is perhaps due to the quantity of 
research projects that have reached conclusions supportive of the hierarchy. Cotton (2001) found that 
͚iŶĐƌeasiŶg the use of higheƌ ĐogŶitiǀe ƋuestioŶs [iŶ liŶe ǁith the higheƌ leǀels of the taǆoŶoŵǇ] … 
produces supeƌioƌ leaƌŶiŶg gaiŶs foƌ studeŶts͛ ;p.ϰͿ. This is likelǇ ďeĐause of the gƌeateƌ deŵaŶd 
plaĐed oŶ pupils to use higheƌ leǀel ĐogŶitiǀe thiŶkiŶg skills. Fuƌtheƌŵoƌe, HuŶkiŶs ;ϭϵϲϳ, ϭϵϲϴͿ ͚ fouŶd 
that [pupils from the group which had practiced] analysis-eǀaluatioŶ [ƋuestioŶs] … eaƌŶed a 
sigŶifiĐaŶtlǇ higheƌ sĐoƌe oŶ … [the speĐiallǇ desigŶed post-intervention] test than did students who 
[pƌaĐtised] … ƋuestioŶs that stƌessed kŶoǁledge͛ – not having prepared for the knowledge and 
comprehension questions did not disadvantage the analysis-evaluation group in terms of answering 
these correctly, and they scored similarly to the control group who had rehearsed these, but they 
were considerably more successful in answering the higher-level questions (cited in Gall, 1970, p.714). 
This is uŶdeƌstaŶdaďle as ͚teaĐhiŶg studeŶts to dƌaǁ iŶfeƌeŶĐes aŶd giǀiŶg theŵ pƌaĐtiĐe iŶ doiŶg so 
ƌesult[s] iŶ higheƌ ĐogŶitiǀe ƌespoŶses aŶd gƌeateƌ leaƌŶiŶg gaiŶs͛ foƌ pupils ;CottoŶ, ϮϬϬϭ, p.ϰͿ. 
 
However, it is not universally accepted that asking higher order questions best supports pupils. Cotton 
(2001) comments on the numerous studies that have found lower order questions more effective for 
questioning primary pupils, and on those which have found no difference between the attainments of 
pupils asked higher order questions and that of pupils asked lower order questions. Furthermore, 
Bloom (1956) also proceeded to criticise his own taxonomy, highlighting the impossibility of knowing 
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whether pupils were managing to answer higher order questions by relying on their lower order 
cognitive processing skills (Gall, 1970). Whilst it is impossible to address the second issue in this short-
term project, I felt it worthwhile to analyse the effects of using the taxonomy with children in my own 
class, to establish whether higher order questioning, when delivered by a TA, can have a significant 
effect on pupil progress, settling, at least with regard to my pupils in my school, the ongoing debate. 
 
Fuƌtheƌŵoƌe, as ͚Blooŵ's TaǆoŶoŵǇ … [is] ŵoƌe useful thaŶ geŶeƌal ƋuestioŶ tǇpes iŶ tƌaiŶiŶg 
teaĐheƌs to iŵpƌoǀe theiƌ Đlassƌooŵ iŶstƌuĐtioŶ͛ ;Gall, ϭϵϳϬ, p.ϳϭϭͿ, it ǁas logiĐal to use his pƌiŶĐiples 
to guide my TAs, over any other approach. The current national focus on reading (Department for 
Education, 2015) meant my school were keen to analyse and intervene in current practice, and so it 
ǁas theŶ ƌeasoŶaďle to use Blooŵ͛s Taxonomy to do this. It is important that TAs are guided in their 
iŶstƌuĐtioŶ, as ͚tƌaiŶiŶg teaĐheƌs iŶ askiŶg higheƌ ĐogŶitiǀe ƋuestioŶs is positiǀelǇ ƌelated to the 
aĐhieǀeŵeŶt of studeŶts͛ ;CottoŶ, ϮϬϬϭ, p.ϳͿ. This iŶdiĐates that ǁheŶ TAs aƌe giǀeŶ a stƌuĐtuƌed 
approach to follow, the outcomes will be better for pupil progress. Furthermore, clearly defining 
expectations for practice can help challenge unhelpful assumptions that TAs sometimes have, 
peƌĐeiǀiŶg ĐeƌtaiŶ ĐhildƌeŶ as ͚sloǁ oƌ pooƌ leaƌŶeƌs͛ aŶd suďseƋueŶtlǇ askiŶg theŵ ͚feǁeƌ higheƌ 
cognitive questions thaŶ studeŶts peƌĐeiǀed as ŵoƌe Đapaďle leaƌŶeƌs͛ daŵagiŶg theiƌ poteŶtial to 
make significant progress (Cotton, 2001, p.4).  
 
Methodology  
An Interpretivist Approach 
Underpinning this project is an interpretivist approach to the analysis of the data. Qualitative data 
demand this approach, despite criticisms that conclusions may be subject to researcher bias, 
paƌtiĐulaƌlǇ if this ƌeseaƌĐheƌ laĐks ͚skill, ǀisioŶ oƌ iŶtegƌitǇ͛ ;Pope et al., ϮϬϬϬ, p.ϭϭϰͿ. It is important 
to acknowledge that my own predispositions may have caused bias in my assessment of the quality of 
questions and answers. However, this bias stemmed from my awareness of the outcomes of pre-
existing research, and therefore it is likely that any inflated findings will only support current thinking. 
Furthermore, in order to usefully study the extent to which questioning scaffolds and challenges 
pupils, qualitative data collection is necessary. Quantitative data could not illustrate anything more 
than how many questions were asked, which sheds little light on how questioning, and in particular 
the language used when questioning, could effectively demand different cognitive skills. 
 
Case Study  
This project was a case study of two TAs and six pupils. Undertaking a case study provides 
opportunities for the collection of rich data which can be incredibly insightful. This is partly because 
Đase studies ͚tǇpiĐallǇ ĐoŵďiŶe data ĐolleĐtioŶ ŵethods͛, giǀiŶg a ďƌoadeƌ piĐtuƌe ;EiseŶhaƌdt, ϭϵϴϵ, 
p.534). This project combined observation and discussion. The depth of the findings is also due to the 
small sample size, which compliments the nature of action research. This is because the researcher 
must be available to support participants when suggesting changes to their practice. Although the lack 
of generalisability with case studies is well acknowledged (Flyvbjerg, 2006), I found it useful acting as 
the point of reference for participants when they had queries. This meant that my recommendations 
were established as intended, and had the greatest influence on pupils. Of course, pilot studies with 
other Teaching Assistants may be required before the changes are implemented in a wider context, 
but a case study can certainly act as the foundation for justifying change. 
 
Participants 
a) School  
This research was undertaken in my training school. The sĐhool ǁas ƌated as ͚Good͛ iŶ its last 
Ofsted inspection in 2011. It is a three-form entry community school with a mixed demographic 
of pupils, including higher than average numbers of pupils with Education, Health and Care 
Plans and eligible for Free School Meals, but lower than average with English as an Additional 
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Language and from minority ethnic backgrounds (Department for Education, 2015b). The 
children who participated in this research represented the cross-nature of this context. 
 
b) Teaching Assistants  
I observed two Teaching Assistants as part of the project. They have both held positions at the 
school for over five years and are familiar with school policies. They understand their 
responsibilities to hear pupils read and question them twice a week and communicate with the 
class teacher successes and concerns. They agreed to participate in the project to support their 
professional development. 
 
c) Children 
The six children selected to participate in the project were all from Year 4, where I teach, to 
avoid pupils who I do not teach feeling intimidated by my presence. The individuals were chosen 
to represent both sexes and a range of reading abilities. One pupil had statement for Dyslexia 
and one pupil had a statement for ADD, ADHD and ASD. This was intentional to enable me to 
observe how TAs might differentiate their questions.  
 
Observations and Discussions 
In order to most reliably identify the questions asked of pupils, I first observed the TAs listening to 
individual readers. Observation by the researcher allows the collection of data relevant to the research 
question aŶd ofteŶ, ƌegaƌdless of its iŶteŶded puƌpose, leads to ͚ĐoŶstƌuĐtiǀe ĐƌitiĐal feedďaĐk aiŵed 
at iŵpƌoǀiŶg … iŶstƌuĐtioŶal teĐhŶiƋues͛ ;The GlossaƌǇ of EduĐatioŶ ‘efoƌŵ, ϮϬϭϯͿ, so ǁas aŶ ideal 
methodology choice for this project. Furthermore, because reading routines had previously been 
established, TAs and pupils were less likely to act differently, increasing the validity of the research. 
To secure this further, I observed from afar, sitting at the next table so that I was distanced from the 
interaction. Interactions were audio recorded to make analysis easier. The questions asked were 
transcribed. Audio ƌeĐoƌdiŶgs ǁeƌe deleted afteƌ aŶalǇsis to pƌoteĐt paƌtiĐipaŶt͛s aŶoŶǇŵitǇ. 
 
On completing these observations, I immediately introduced the TAs to a set of questions I wanted 
them to ask of pupils. I guided them through the questions, ensuring they understood the language, 
knew the expectations for pupil answers and understood the basic theory underpinning the style of 
question. This gave them the opportunity to ask questions and me the reassurance that they 
understood the required changes to their practice. 
 
I then observed the same TAs with the same children to collect data on whether the TAs were 
confidently and accurately using the questions provided to scaffold and challenge pupils where 
appropriate and whether pupil answers were more developed. I followed the same procedure to 
maintain consistency. 
 
Ethical Considerations  
To guide my consideration of ethical issues in this study, I formed the following five areas. These were 
ďased oŶ the ŵost ƌeleǀaŶt of BƌǇŵaŶ aŶd Bell͛s ;ϮϬϬϳͿ teŶ keǇ pƌiŶĐiples foƌ ethiĐal ƌeseaƌĐh. 
 
a) Protection of Participants 
i. TAs 
It was important for both their psychological wellbeing and the validity of the research that 
the TAs did not feel humiliated or under pressure during the observations. In order to reassure 
participants, I explained that I was trialling a new scheme of questions based on current 
research.  
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ii. Children 
Equally, it was crucial that the children did not experience embarrassment, humiliation or feel 
under pressure by my presence in their reading session. In order to avoid this, pupils were 
made aware that I was observing the TA and was not there to assess them.  
 
b) Confidentiality 
My training school was promised anonymity to protect their identification as participants in this 
research. This is important in order to protect their rights and to prevent scrutiny of their practice. 
Audio recordings were deleted to prevent voice and name recognition. 
 
c) Informed consent  
The Headteacher gave permission for and even encouraged the research to be carried out 
within the school. As the researcher, I organised a meeting with the TAs to explain the project 
before they agreed to participate. Informed consent was not required from the parents/guardians 
of the pupils, as reading to an adult is not outside the realms of everyday routine. 
 
d) The right to withdraw 
When giving fully informed consent, participants were made aware of their right to withdraw from 
the research at any point, without consequence. 
 
e) Debrief 
The TAs ǁeƌe ͚deďƌiefed͛ folloǁiŶg the ƌeseaƌĐh pƌojeĐt. This iŶǀolǀed aŶ iŶfoƌŵal ŵeetiŶg to 
discuss the findings of the research and for them to question how the conclusions reached might 
and should influence their practice.  
 
Data Presentation and Analysis  
Whilst it may seem unusual to present and analyse data simultaneously, this is common practice in 
Ƌualitatiǀe ƌeseaƌĐh as it ͚alloǁs ƋuestioŶs to ďe ƌefiŶed aŶd Ŷeǁ aǀeŶues of iŶƋuiƌǇ to deǀelop͛ ;Pope 
et al., 2000, p.114). 
 
Quality of Questions 
There was a greater variety and quantity of higher order questions asked post-intervention (see Table 
1. below). The majority of questions asked before intervention were knowledge and comprehension 
based questions, whereas when the TAs used my guidance, the majority of questions, as intended, 
were from the latter four stages of the taxonomy. This will support pupils͛ cognitive development and 
challenge them effectively (Cotton, 2001; Winnie, 1979). Furthermore, post-intervention there was a 
great variety of skills required of pupils in order to answer the questions.  
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Table 1. A table to show the actions required of the key questions asked by TAs. 
 
Before intervention After intervention   
Action 
required 
No. of 
questions 
Action required 
No. of 
questions 
 Key 
Recall  8 Describe  1  Knowledge based 
questions 
Comprehension based 
questions 
Define 3 Predict  2 
 
Change  1 Locate  2  Application based 
questions 
Analysis based questions 
Predict 2 List  1 
 
Relate 2 Change  1  Synthesis based questions 
Evaluation based questions Justify  1 Dramatize  1  
Infer  1 Compare 3   
  Solve  2   
  Breakdown  1   
  Relate  3   
  Justify  1   
      
Total 18 Total 18   
 
This table shows the nature of the three keǇ ƋuestioŶs asked iŶ eaĐh Đhild͛s iŶdiǀidual ƌeadiŶg sessioŶ 
pre and post intervention, which is why both columns total 18 questions despite the greater number 
asked overall pre-intervention. 
 
Quantity of Questions 
When conducting the observations, it immediately became apparent to me that post-intervention, 
TAs were asking less questions. This is demonstrated in Table 2. below: 
 
Table 2. A table to show the number of questions asked by TAs.  
 
Before intervention After intervention 
Total No. 56 Total No. 41 
Average 9.3 Average 6.8 
 
CleaƌlǇ TAs ǁeƌe Ŷoǁ askiŶg feǁeƌ ƋuestioŶs of the pupils. This is likelǇ to ďe ďeŶefiĐial to pupils͛ 
reading abilities. Asking more questions wastes valuable reading time and means that the pupil is less 
likely to get into the flow of the story, limiting their understanding and therefore performance when 
answering questions, painting an invalid picture of their abilities; the pupil may be capable of 
appƌopƌiatelǇ aŶsǁeƌiŶg ƋuestioŶs oŶ the teǆt should theǇ haǀe ďeeŶ alloǁed tiŵe to ͚get iŶto͛ the 
story. Furthermore, having to answer a large number of probing questions instead of simply reading 
aloud can reduce the enjoyment of reading – which in turn inhibits pupil progress. Given the 
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goǀeƌŶŵeŶt foĐus oŶ the ͚eŶjoǇŵeŶt͛ of ƌeadiŶg ĐuƌƌeŶtlǇ (Department for Education, 2015), this is 
unlikely to demonstrate good practice should OFSTED observe. 
 
Quality of Answers 
Progress in reading at the school is tracked through statements which indicate whether a pupil is 
below, working towards, expected or secure in their reading ability, based on National Curriculum 
expectations. Ideally, this research project would have been carried out over a longer period of time 
in order to track progress statistically using this approach. However, time constraints have prevented 
this, so evidence of improvement in pupil answers can only be established through quotes from the 
audio recordings.   
 
Before intervention, pupil answers were very limited. TAs often asked closed, lower order questions 
(Cotton, 2001), meaning pupils could respond with a simple yes or no, or at most, a one or two word 
answer, often to a knowledge based question. However, post-intervention, pupil answers were 
considerably more comprehensive, as the question allowed, and even demanded, the pupil to 
elaborate and explain their answer to the higher order question. 
 
It is obvious from the increased length of the answers and from the complexity of the statements that 
the questions had required pupils to respond with reference to the story, rather than recall a fact from 
memory. They related the story to their previous experiences with fiction and their own lives to predict 
the storyline and relate to characters, demonstrating higher level thinking (Gall, 1970; Cotton, 2001). 
The pupils tended to use adǀeƌďs suĐh as ͚ŵaǇďe͛ aŶd ͚pƌoďaďlǇ͛, iŶdiĐatiŶg douďt. This is perhaps as 
theǇ aƌe uŶused to ďeiŶg asked ƋuestioŶs ƌelatiŶg to the stoƌǇ to ǁhiĐh theƌe is Ŷo ͚ ƌight͛ aŶsǁeƌ. With 
regular questioning, these may disappear. 
 
Changes to TA Performance 
I recognise the importance of acknowledging that this data is not substantial enough to draw reliable 
conclusions. Nevertheless, in attempts to increase the validity of the findings, I discussed with the 
Deputy Headteacher, who assumes the roles of Literacy Leader and Head of Teaching Assistants, her 
perceptions of the effectiveness of the intervention. 
 
She was definitely supportive of research with TAs, commenting that often they feel overlooked: 
͚It has definitely meant they [the TAs] have felt really involved in your teaching and more valued as, 
you know, as people who know what they͛re doing.͛ 
 
The research project meant the TAs felt involved in the practice of ͚teaĐhiŶg͛ aŶd ǀalued as Đolleagues 
who have the same vested interest in pupil progress. For a trainee teacher, this is particularly useful 
to kŶoǁ, giǀeŶ that the eighth TeaĐhiŶg StaŶdaƌd, to ͚ fulfil ǁideƌ pƌofessioŶal ƌespoŶsiďilities͛ ƌeƋuiƌes 
me to ͚deǀelop effeĐtiǀe pƌofessioŶal ƌelatioŶships͛ and ͚deploǇ suppoƌt staff effeĐtiǀelǇ͛ (Department 
for Education, 2011, p.13). The DeputǇ HeadteaĐheƌ͛s ĐoŵŵeŶts haǀe highlighted how 
communicating with TAs can ensure they understand the expectations for their practice and the 
reasoning behind this; by involving them in the project, they knew exactly what was required and were 
able to use this knowledge to support individual pupils: 
 
͚I thiŶk it has helped theŵ uŶdeƌstaŶd the tǇpes of ƋuestioŶs theǇ should ask aŶd just ƌeŵiŶded 
them of why we ask questioŶs.͛ 
 
This suppoƌts Gall͛s ;ϭϵϳϬͿ ƌeŵaƌk disĐussed eaƌlieƌ that Blooŵ͛s TaǆoŶoŵǇ is effeĐtiǀe iŶ guidiŶg 
practitioners towards better practice. Therefore, this project has highlighted not only that TAs should 
use higher order questions when hearing individual readers, but also that the practice and evidence 
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behind it should be shared with them before implementation to ensure that everybody is supportive 
and understands the change. 
 
Conclusion 
Implications 
Although this has only been a small-scale project, it is clear that in order to advance the reading ability 
of pupils, teachers and TAs must ask higher order questions to develop higher level thinking. This is 
only possible if schools take responsibility for explaining to TAs how to deliver questions requiring a 
variety of cognitive actions for higher level thinking and the reasoning behind why this is a preferential 
approach. 
 
As a teacher, this is an important finding. It defines the requirement to clearly explain the approach 
and to justify why it is favoured over current practice. With these open levels of communication should 
come improved TA performance, leading to greater pupil progress. It is impossible for a TA to 
successfully support pupil learning if they are not provided with the understanding or the resources 
to do so. 
 
Further Actions 
Action research is a cyclical process; having observed TAs, I implemented a change and explored how 
this influenced pupil progress. To continue this cycle, I need to evaluate the intervention and its 
influence, aŶd iŵpleŵeŶt the Ŷeǆt ĐhaŶge to deǀelop TA͛s pƌaĐtiĐe aŶd pupils͛ higher level thinking 
further.  
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